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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 95-2438

LAWRENCE A. VWAY; RICHARD D. STOVER,
Plaintiffs - Appellants,
ver sus
THOMAS D. BARR; THE CALLAHAN & G BBONS GROUP;
MARK ALAN BLAHNI K; U. S. DATALINK, | NCORPO
RATED; EQUI FAX CREDI T | NFORVATI ON SERVI CES;
TRW | NCORPORATED; TRANS UNI ON CORPORATI ON,
O CONNELL ASSCCI ATES, | NCORPORATED,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinmore. John R Hargrove, Senior District Judge.
(CA-94- 2519- HAR)

Submi tted: Decenber 10, 1996 Deci ded: January 14, 1997

Before HALL, N EMEYER, and HAM LTON, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Law ence A. Way, Richard D. Stover, Appellants Pro Se. Andrew Jay
Graham Kevin Francis Arthur, KRAMON & GRAHAM P.A., Baltinore,
Maryl and; James Patrick Nol an, COUNCI L, BARADEL, KOSMERL & NOLAN,
P.A., Annapolis, Mryland; KimJ. Askew, HUGHES & LUCE, L.L.P.,
Dal | as, Texas; Thomas D. Rooney, Lisa A Kainec, MLLISOR & NOBI L,



Cl evel and, ©Chio; Thomas Miss Wod, |V, NEUBERGER, QUI NN, d ELEN

RUBIN & G BBER, P.A., Baltinore, Mryland; Sandy David Baron

GOLDSTEIN & BARON, CHARTERED, College Park, Maryland; Jerone
Ri chard Doak, JONES, DAY, REAVIS & POGUE, Dallas, Texas; Emett
Francis MCee, Jr., Patricia Ann Summer, PIPER & MARBURY,
Bal ti nore, Maryland, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).

PER CURI AM

Law ence A. WAy and Ri chard St over appeal the district court's
order dism ssing their clainms stemming fromthe investigations of
their backgrounds. W have reviewed the record and the district
court's opinions and orders and find no reversible error. Accord-
ingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the district court. Way v.
Barr, No. CA-94-2519-HAR (D. Md. May 17 & 24, 1995; June 15 & 22,
1995; July 5, 1995). We further deny Appellants' notion to correct
or nodify the record on appeal. W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.

AFFI RVED



